mediaeval because of their intense pre-occupation with justice.'
2 If the English were mediaeval, and consequently not modern and therefore 'religious', then surely the same can be said of an Australia which considered itself to be 98% British in the 1930s. Hancock was a key figure in the development of Australian political ideas; he was also Australia's pre-eminent historian of the first half of the twentieth century. A case can be put that arguments about politics in Australia tend to take the form of arguments about history. 3 This perhaps should not surprise us in a settler society but it should also make us aware that if, following Davis, secularisation is one of the keys to the politics of time, then political ideas in Australia cannot be understood without an appreciation of those politics.
Hancock was concerned with the issue of what is best described as 'moral order'. By moral order is meant the moral framework within which people act and which they use to justify their understandings of justice. As shall be discussed, for Hancock this was not a simple matter because both the mediaeval framework, which might be described in terms of commonwealth, and the modern framework, which he linked to the ideas of Machiavelli, had problems. Hancock appreciated that ideas regarding moral order had their origins in the past; they were not just created out of nothing. The argument of this paper is that in an apparently 'secular' Australia ideas about moral order did not, like Athena, emerge pristine out of the head of the God of Modernity, but were re-worked versions of much older religious ideas. To adapt the term of Steven D Smith, religious ideas were 'smuggled in' from the past to what look like on the surface to be purely secular understandings of the world. Smith argues that secular discourse often relies on 'inadmissible notions such as those that animated premodern moral discourse' without acknowledgement because 'our deepest convictions rely on such notions.' 4 To help explain how such 'smuggling' occurred in the Australian context it is first necessary to say something about the 'politics' of time that the Australian colonists employed to understand their circumstances. The obvious means for those who had either been exiled to Australia or who had come of their own choice was to view the world in terms of progress and development.
For them there was only something to build in a land in which they often did not feel really at home. In their eyes the only way to go was forward, towards a more modern and better world.
It is true that nineteenth century Australian colonists generally had a vision of themselves as advancing the cause of modern civilisation and therefore emancipating themselves from the timeless world that had preceded it. The following statement from John West, later editor of the Sydney Morning Herald in 1854, indicates how committed the colonists were to a politics of time founded on progress:
a broad line of demarcation distinguishes the Oriental nations from the European nations.
Progress distinguishes the one; and stereotyped stationariness the other.
5
The Australian colonists understood themselves to be modern in the sense that they were living in the age of railways, science and increased material wealth. But that did not mean that they thought of themselves as inhabiting a secular age. Consider this statement coming at the end of a catalogue of the material advances of New South Wales in 1851:
Let them become so in that genuinely progressive spirit, which, seeking only in its worldly politics to ameliorate and improve the condition of humanity, shall leave to the pure and simple Christianity which is the sole beautifier and perfector of all human institutions, that regeneration of our race which is promised and foretold.
6
When one reads rhetoric about material progress it is invariably linked to statements about moral and spiritual improvement and the importance of religion as an element of progress.
The Australian colonists may have seen their story as the story of emancipation and the triumph of the modern (which is not to say that their understanding was correct), but it is important to understand exactly what that story meant. It need not mean that humanity was about to enter a world without God or religion. It could just as easily mean:
This is pre-eminently the age of faith: not, indeed, in outward forms, and material symbols, but in the deep inner truths that they embody, the realty of God and Virtue, and
His promise of aid to all who seek Him patiently and aright. The earnest of the promise we have already: its perfect fulfillment we must be content to see afar off.
7
For Woolley this new age was an age of democracy and justice. It was an age in which humanity would be fulfilled through religion not emancipated from religion.
At this point we need to ask quite specific questions and these are:
 what kind of secular and  what kind of religion.
There is an ambiguity about modernity and being 'modern'; the same applies to the application of the ideas of both secular and religion in the Australian setting. should not be confused with one in which a single institution exercises a monopoly over religion.
There has never been a religious monopoly in Australia; there has never been an established church. There has always been a measure of religious pluralism combined with a measure of indifference, which means that no religious group can monopolise the public sphere. Under these circumstances it is possible to have a public sphere that is both secular, in the sense that it is free of the dominance of a particular religion or version of a religion, and religious, in the sense that it is informed by the religious values of those who participate in it.
The other appropriate question to ask in Australia is 'what kind of religion'. George Shaw has made two points both of which are valid:
 Australian religion, and he meant Christianity, has always been of a moralistic caste. 9 It was first used as a tool to 'reform' convicts, and since that time its major concern has been with the reformation of manners. It has not been overly concerned with things of the mind or of the spirit. One would suspect that a moralising variety of Islam would find much that is congenial in Australia. The desire for balance can be seen in Reid's characterisation of colonial society which he described as follows, 'If we turn to the social fabric, the eye rests upon a community young yet conservative, pushing yet generous, free yet orderly.' Reid lists the major public buildings of Sydney. The styles are invariably, Gothic, Roman, Italian, Florentine, but only next to two of them does he also use the word 'modern'.
11
The desire to be modern and progressive was tempered by a wish to be orderly and traditional.
The colonial mentality is quite complex in its nature. It wants to be both free and progressive while at the same time hanging onto those cherished traditions that they have brought from the old world. In fact Australians could be free and progressive because those were the very traditions that they had brought with them.
There was, however, one factor that inclined the Australian colonists to make their public life secular. This was the reality of a variety of Christian denominations in the colonies. Australia has always been religiously pluralist. One of the most important themes of Australian history, particularly in the nineteenth century, was working out measures to accommodate these religious differences so that they did not sour public life. There were occasions when sectarian strife could threaten to turn nasty such as in the wake of the unsuccessful assassination attempt on Prince Alfred in 1867.
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One simple way of managing religious pluralism and the potential conflict that it was seen to entail, was to attempt to keep religious matters out of public life altogether. One example of such a situation can be seen in the 1859 New South Wales elections when Daniel Deniehy attempted to blame religious issues for his failure to be elected as member for West Sydney. This did not mean that religion was not recognised as an important aspect of colonial life. What it did mean was that it was so important that it needed to be managed in the public interest.
One way to manage it was to confine it to the private lives of individuals as much as possible. If what mattered about a public man was his character and capacity to deal with public affairs then accidental matters such as his religious affiliation were irrelevant. For the Empire the problem with Mr Deniehy was not that he was a Catholic but that he had chosen to become a renegade liberal, or as it put it colourfully 'Mr Deniehy is the unprincipled demagogue who, incensed at his defeat (a defeat, the natural consequences of his political treachery) played upon the passions of an ignorant mob, regardless of the consequences, or the public peace.'
14
The other strategy, and it can be seen that it follows from that of making a distinction between a dogmatic and ethical parts of Christianity, such that it was assumed that while there was rough agreement amongst all parties on the ethical there were irreconcilable differences on matters of dogma. The ethical could be allowed into the public sphere while the dogmatic could be safely relegated to the private sphere. This was the logic behind restricting religion at the University of Sydney to the colleges in the 1850s and the combination of secular state schooling supplemented by right of entry classes in the NSW public education system. It can be seen that this somewhat elegant solution to a religiously plural society was founded on a particular understanding of religion that tended to downplay dogma at the expense of the ethical. It created a secular public sphere only in the sense that there was common ground that bound citizens together, common ground that was religious in nature in an ethical not a dogmatic sense. It also strikes me as a peculiarly Anglican solution to the problem, or more specifically a liberal Anglican solution that looks back to the seventeenth century and the idea that religion had more to do with living a 'divine life' than with 'bookish learning', echoes of which one can find in the writings of Woolley.
15
The only problem was that the Catholics recognised that, for them, such a division was nonsense and refused to adhere, establishing their own schools. This was because the Catholic understanding of religion and the secular was quite different from that of the Protestants in the colony. Matters of dogma, for Catholics, were not just an add-on-extra; they actually mattered.
The introduction of 'secular' schooling, replacing an earlier system in which the state funded denominational schools, was a defining moment in the history of Australia because it put in place a system of religious segregation that would last for a hundred years. The desire to create a public sphere that is secular in nature does not mean that religion and religious values do not influence the public matters of the day, only that they do not take an explicitly religious form that refers back to theology and dogma. It is in the public sphere that one looks to find expressions of moral order. One can read into public debates, which appear to be conducted in a religion free zone, the playing out of differences that have their roots in religion and theology. These debates had a religious dimension in the sense that they were founded on ethical concerns, on that part of religion that could be admitted, or 'smuggled into', the public sphere. In this sense religion is smuggled into the public sphere and helps to shape its moral order.
One of the areas where there was a strong religious dimension underpinning public debates was For with facilities for regular and constant railway communication with our neighbours the identity of the interests of adjoining colonies will day by day become more apparent, and petty provincial jealousies and rivalries will give place to those feelings of reciprocal sympathy which will tend to bind these Anglo-Saxon communities in Australia still more closely to each other, and to unite them in the advancement of the glorious mission of their race-the mission of peaceful commerce and human progress.
24
Robinson makes only occasional references to religion but his vision is underpinned by a liberal and generous view of human nature that has its roots in a liberal religion that is essentially thisworldly and ethical in nature. Follow the paths of Providence and a better world will be the fate of humanity. The 1870s was a decade of economic prosperity and hope as summed up by the This is a generous view of the progress of humanity towards a more cooperative and peaceful world, one that is religious in the broad ethical sense. Hercules Robinson expressed a similar vision in these terms:
The condition of the whole world has in that period been transformed, mainly through the increased application of science to social life; but in no part of the globe has this transformation been more complete and striking than it has in Australia. Cook found this land a desolate waste, inhabited only by a few naked and hostile savages, and what is the prospect which meets the eye today? A country covered with flocks and herds-dotted with cornfields and vineyards-with bust cities and peaceful hamlets-with churches and schools-with railways and telegraphs; the harbours and coasts alive with steam vessels and other craft-and the land the happy home of over two millions of our own racewho are in the enjoyment of civil and religious liberty to as full extent as any people upon
G H Reid, Lines addressed to New South Wales on the opening of the first Australian International
Exhibition, (Sydney, 1879), 7.
the face of the earth; and who, under these invigorating influences, have already so far advanced in all the outward and visible signs of civilization as to be about to collect this year examples of the products of labour, art, wealth, from every known country in the world into an International Exhibition.
26
This Free Trade vision was at odds with the 'disciplinary' nature of religion that was discussed earlier in this paper. It can be argued that this optimistic vision of humanity was in many ways related to a desire to throw off the convict past. The convict taint would not permanently harm the colonies and human nature could be transformed under favourable conditions away from its sinfulness and depravity. Human beings did not need to cower before an authoritarian and paternalistic state but could become free and active agents able to take control of their destiny.
God and nature would provide the means through which individuals could create a harmonious and happy world in which men and women would actively work together to create freedom, prosperity and happiness. Reid noted in his poem that Australia was free of war and civil strife.
It is noteworthy that the foremost advocate of free trade in the twentieth century, Edward Shann, should have offered the choice to Australians of being either 'bond or free.' But it is not so in the economic world. There it is the stronger against the weaker sex, the full-grown man against the infant; and when a man is down it is considered the proper thing to kick him and jump upon him…Whenever there are two individuals …there must necessarily be two separate and antagonistic interests to be adjusted.
29
Nor was Syme just suspicious of business people and merchants. He had an equally low opinion of politicians:
It is needless to say that such a body as this was not likely to care much for These are:
 Men are bad. They 'never do good except through necessity.'
 'Men are saved, politically, only by law.' Law is something that is imposed by force.
 In terms of international politics there is no legal society, no 'moral society', only a 'struggle for power '. 33 It is worth noting that in Australia Hancock contrasted the attempt by Australians to create a moral order in Australia based on the 'medieval' idea of a just price with the reality of the lawless nature of the international order which could not care less about Australian justice. As he comments 'Australians have learned that it is more pleasant to dump than to be dumped upon' and that the means of attaining a 'fair price' for Australians may involve dumping on someone else. Without such a mechanism, if one pushes the logic of Machiavelli to its conclusion it simply becomes incoherent:
But we part company with him when pushes his theory of interests to the point of denying the existence of a society of states, bound together-no matter how tenuously-by obligations of law and morality. We may include good faith, and not merely the reputation of good faith, among the tests of statesmanship.
38
One of Hancock's primary objections to Machiavelli is that he cannot simply remain satisfied with a realist account of politics but soon enters back into the world of prescription: Hancock was following the logic of a set of political and moral ideas that were originally theological in nature, but which became part of the 'secular' public sphere in Australia as they disassociated themselves from their religious origins and were 'smuggled into' the public sphere. They were, in this sense, both religious and secular. Although they may have made a claim to being 'scientific' it is clear that the whole discussion from the nineteenth century through to Hancock was essentially moral in nature. Hancock was right to take the idea of 'commonwealth' as his starting point because what was always sought was moral order, moral order that had medieval roots. Having developed the logic of the discussion to this stage the issue remains regarding that large area of the world which is outside of political, and hence ethical, control. The area under the sway of human morality in the shape of the state may roughly be described as the 'commonwealth'. The area outside of political control is essentially the realm of necessity. This is the place that can be identified with Machiavelli and his seemingly immoral practices.
But surely the commonwealth has its limits and if one pursues its moral imperatives only within the state then one is left with the problem of the wider moral consequences of those actions. Hancock's work must also be understood in terms of his involvement with the Milner group and their desire to create a moral commonwealth. 43 England and Australia are medieval because of their concern with moral issues. Being modern means being Machiavellian and this entails a loss of ethical concerns and recognition of power and technique. And yet even modern (or medieval) 'welfare states' have to deal with the reality of living in a Machiavellian universe.
Hancock's answer to this dilemma is essentially liberal in the sense that it means building moral community through law and cooperation. He is perceptive enough to recognise that in both commonwealth and Machiavelli there are paradoxes and inconsistencies that threaten their coherence. This preserved him from both Marxism and Fascism as being too simplistic in their appreciation of human nature.
What Hancock's response to the moral dilemmas of modernity illustrates is that the story of the search for moral community in Australia is not a simple one. It is most certainly not the story of the triumph of what can be described as 'modern secular ideas'. Rather it has its roots in traditional arguments about the nature of both human beings and their world that can be traced back to a religious understanding of the world. These traditional arguments had been secularised only in the sense that they had lost their location in a specific theological discourse and had become part of a more general moral discourse used in a public sphere marked by pluralism. Moral order deals with the deepest concerns of human beings; even a so called secular moral order comes to rely on religious ideas that have been smuggled in from the past.
Hancock's great contribution was to demonstrate that neither position emanating from nineteenth century arguments about free trade and protection was ultimately satisfying as the 43 See especially Lionel Curtis, Civitas Dei: The Commonwealth of God, (London: MacMillan 1938) 
